The current study examines the extent to which members of a couple agree on the presence of intimate partner aggression (IPA) as well as their reasons for why the IPA happened and the emotional effects of the IPA, specific to an IPA incident. Method: Romantic couples (N ϭ 199) were asked to independently discuss the same psychological, physical, and sexual IPA incidents in their relationship. Those indicating the same instances of IPA then reported on the specific behaviors occurring within the incident (e.g., slapping, insulting, forced sex), attributions for the IPA (e.g., drugs/alcohol, jealousy), and the emotional effects of the IPA (e.g., worthless, unhappy). Results: There was moderate agreement on whether or not aggression even happened in an instance of IPA, as well as agreement on the general type of aggression that occurred. There was little agreement on the emotional effects of IPA and attributions for the IPA, with the exception of drugs and alcohol precipitating the IPA incident. Conclusions: Future research should strive to better understand why discrepancies in partner reports of IPA exist and consider the implications of these discrepancies on our understanding of this phenomenon. IPA prevention programming may be enhanced by acknowledging that partners often have different perspectives on aggressive incidents, and clinical interventions may be enhanced by helping both members of a dyad have a better understanding of each other's perspectives on the IPA.
Intimate partner aggression (IPA) is a pervasive problem in our society, with approximately 13% of relationships consisting of physical IPA (e.g., hitting, pushing), 23% sexual IPA (e.g., coercing or forcing sexual activity), and 15-71% psychological IPA (e.g., insulting, threatening; Coker et al., 2002; Edwards, Desai, Gidycz, & VanWynsberghe, 2009) . Research also suggests that a great deal of IPA is mutual (i.e., both partners engage in IPA perpetration; for review, see Archer, 2000) . Consequently, understanding both partners' perceptions of the behaviors that occur within instances of partner aggression, their perceptions of why the IPA perpetration occurs, as well as the emotional outcomes of IPA are vital to our understanding of these aggressive behaviors. Grounded in theories of social cognition, people tend to explain events by incorporating their role in the event into what actually happened (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) . Therefore, when asking perpetrators and victims what behaviors occurred during an instance of partner aggression, why the aggression occurred, or even how the event emotionally impacted the partners involved, there are biases that can distort what people report as what really happened and why it occurred (e.g., Fletcher, Fitness, & Blampied, 1990; Kearns & Fincham, 2005) . Accordingly, partners within the same dyad may not provide identical reports of IPA, which has important methodological and practice implications. The purpose of the current study was to examine partner agreement on (a) the occurrence of specific types of IPA, as well as specific behaviors of IPA, within a specific situation (i.e., recent disagreement/fight between the couple); (b) attributions/motivations for why the IPA occurred; and (c) the emotional impact of the IPA on both partners involved in the incident.
to date examining IPA agreement has largely relied on agreement over long periods of time (e.g., lifetime, 1 year, over the duration of the current relationship) in which recall bias may be especially problematic. No research to date has examined IPA agreement within specific incidents (e.g., recent arguments or aggression).
Attributions for IPA
In addition to understanding if couples agree on acts of IPA within their relationship, another important area to examine is agreement on attributions for IPA or how both partners make sense of the aggression. Although there is a growing body of research examining attributions (often referred to in the academic literature as motives, reasons, or attributions for IPA), they have historically been examined only from one partner's perspective (Kelley, Edwards, Dardis, & Gidycz, 2015; Neal, Dixon, Edwards, & Gidycz, 2015; . In other words, although research has examined both perpetrator and victim attributions for why IPA occurred, these literatures are rarely investigated within the same study and, when they are, they include IPA victims and perpetrators from different relationships (e.g., Cascardi & Vivian, 1995; Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd, & Sebastian, 1991; . Research suggests that perpetrators' and victims' attributions for their perpetration are generally diverse. However, several attributions (e.g., anger, self-defense) have been documented by both perpetrators and victims, although the methodologies are not dyadic (i.e., researchers ask victims why they think their partner was aggressive or ask perpetrators why they were aggressive, but these individuals are not members of the same dyadic couple). In other words, there are no studies to date that have asked members of the same relationship their attributions for why the same IPA incident occurred. Although not directly tested, preliminary evidence of lack of agreement in attributions is evident in the literature because victims have attributed their partners' perpetration to factors not acknowledged by perpetrators (e.g., relationship dissolution, alcohol, partners' jealousy, own jealousy, woman's refusal of sexual advances). Perpetrators' attributions have also been found that are not found in the victims' literature (e.g., punish partner, relationship decline, response to something said/threatened), indicating possible disagreement between both parties (for review, see .
Understanding the differences between the attributions made by each partner may have implications for intervention efforts. Being able to show couples that both partners may not have the same interpretation of the events (both peaceful and aggressive) that occur within their relationship could aid in partners' efforts to understand each other and work on their relationship/avoid engaging in aggression in the future (Halford, Keefer, & Osgarby, 2002; Jacobson & Moore, 1981) . Through understanding that both partners have different perspectives of what goes on in their relationship (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) , each partner can learn to acknowledge that these differing perspectives could lead to conflict.
Emotional Effects of IPA
In addition to the limitations of the IPA behaviors and attributions literature, research has largely ignored the emotional outcomes of IPA on both partners and whether or not agreement exists between their accounts. Although research has found that women tend to experience worse outcomes than men (e.g., Archer, 2000; Koss et al., 2007) , the literature primarily focuses on rates of victims experiencing different outcomes compared with nonvictims (e.g., anxiety, depression, posttraumatic stress disorder [PTSD] symptoms; see Golding, 1999; Stets & Straus, 1990) as opposed to investigating the extent to which partners agree on the emotional outcomes of IPA perpetration for both the victim and perpetrator. If perpetrators are unaware of how their partner is emotionally impacted by their actions, then they may not understand the extent to which their IPA negatively impacts their partner. Thus, a critical first step is to document the extent to which members of a dyad are aware of the emotional impacts that the IPA has on each member of the dyad.
Overview and Aims
Although research has examined both perpetrators' perceptions of specific behaviors of IPA and attributions for IPA perpetration, and to a lesser extent victims' perceptions of behaviors of IPA and attributions for their partner's perpetration, previous research has yet to investigate the emotional effects IPA has on both partners as well as the extent to which partners agree on the behaviors occurring during, attributions for, and emotional effects of specific instances of relationship aggression (i.e., a specific instance of physical aggression as opposed to past-year or lifetime physical aggression). Using an empirical study investigating both perpetrators' and victims' perceptions of IPA, from members of the same romantic couples, we assessed the level of agreement between romantic partners regarding the general (Aim 1A) and specific behaviors in (Aim 1B) IPA incidents, attributions for IPA incidents (Aim 2), and emotional effects of IPA incidents (Aim 3).
Method Participants
Romantic couples (N ϭ 199) were recruited from the university and community for a study entitled "A Study of Romantic Couples." Of the sample, 114 couples came up with the same incident of conflict (i.e., when probed further, they answered further questions based on the same event) as agreed upon by two independent raters. Of these couples, three classified themselves as nonheterosexual couples. Removal of these couples did not impact analyses. Thus, they were retained for all analyses reported herein. These 114 couples were used for analyses regarding agreement on IPA behaviors in the incidents. For attribution and emotional impact agreement analyses, 52 couples were used because, to test agreement of attributions, both partners needed data indicating that specific forms of IPA occurred to provide attributions for why it occurred and how it impacted them. Thus, only the 52 couples in which both partners indicated aggression were retained for attribution and emotional impact agreement analyses whereas the 114 couples were used for behaviors.
The participants in the resulting 114 couples (i.e., 228 participants), in which both partners were reporting on the same conflictual incident, had an average age of 19.60 years (SD ϭ 1.69, range 18 -27). The average relationship length was 14.05 months (SD ϭ 17.42, range ϭ 1-90 months), and 25.0% (n ϭ 57) of participants indicated that the relationship was casual (i.e., casual dating relaThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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tionship or friends with benefits) whereas 75.0% (n ϭ 171) of participants indicated that the relationship was serious (i.e., serious dating relationship, engaged, or married). Participants were mostly Caucasian (n ϭ 211; 92.5%) and current students in college (n ϭ 217; 95.2%), and 69.5% of the participants' annual family income was greater than $50,000, 51.3% greater than $75,000, 34.6% greater than $100,000, and 17.3% greater than $150,000. The participants in the resulting 52 couples in which both indicated IPA had an average age of 19.71 years (SD ϭ 1.51; range ϭ 18 -25). The average relationship length was 16.27 months (SD ϭ 18.22, range ϭ 1-84 months), and 19.2% (n ϭ 20) of participants indicated that the relationship was casual (i.e., casual dating relationship or friends with benefits) whereas 80.8% (n ϭ 84) of participants indicated that the relationship was serious (i.e., serious dating relationship, engaged, or married). Participants were mostly Caucasian (n ϭ 94; 90.4%) and current students in college (n ϭ 96; 92.3%), and 71.2% of the participants' annual family income was greater than $50,000, 50.0% greater than $75,000, 36.5% greater than $100,000, and 19.2% greater than $150,000.
Partners agreed on the length of their relationship in the overall and two subsamples, rs ϭ . 
Procedure
Both members of romantic couples (age Ն18 years) arrived at the laboratory, were separated, and completed an informed consent (that notified participants they would be asked questions about conflict and aggression in their relationships) followed by a demographics questionnaire as well as a series of questionnaires aimed at investigating the conflicts that occurred within the last year of their relationship. Participants then completed their IPA worksheet regarding their relationship's most recent instances of aggression (described in detail below). After completing the sheet, participants placed it in an envelope, returned it to the researcher, and proceeded to complete additional measures.
Two researchers independently reviewed both partners' lists and, using the descriptions provided by both partners (i.e., the qualitative description, as well as dates, times, locations, and the presence of bystanders), selected incidences that matched with certainty. The researchers then compared their selections and noted any discrepancies (90.2% agreement), which were then discussed until a mutual agreement was met, either that the two partners were or were not describing the same event. When in doubt, the researchers classified incidents as unmatched. Matching incidents were highlighted and returned to the correct partner. Only the first matching incidents were used in the analyses reported herein (i.e., incidents in which both partners were discussing the same event).
Participants then completed the IPA-related measures (Foshee et al., 1998; Koss et al., 2007) for the specific incident. Specifically, participants completed a questionnaire regarding attributions for the aggression (Follingstad et al., 1991; Stuart et al., 2006) and were then asked about their emotional responses following the incident (based on research regarding victims' most commonly reported emotional reactions to IPA; e.g., Follingstad et al., 1991) as well as their perceptions of their partners' emotional responses.
Once participants finished completing their questionnaires, they were individually debriefed. They were asked if they had questions, if they wanted to connect with resources, and if they felt safe to be reunited with their partner. No participants felt unsafe to be reunited. They were then compensated and reunited with their partner. For student participants, if both members of the couple required course credit, then each participant received two course credits for completing the study. If only one member of the couple required course credit, then he or she received two course credits and the other received $20 for completing the study. For nonstudent couples, each partner received $20 for participating.
Measures

IPA event details. Participants indicated the 10 most recent instances of IPA:
Please describe the ten most recent instances in which only you/your partner were physically aggressive (for example, pushing or shoving partner), sexually aggressive (for example, verbally pressuring sex when partner did not want to), psychologically aggressive (for example, insulting or swearing at partner), or controlling (for example, using looks, actions, and/or gestures to change the other's behavior). If you cannot think of an instance of aggression, then you can describe the most recent times when you and your partner had an argument, disagreement, or conflict.
Event-specific IPA. The Sexual Experiences Survey (SES; Koss et al., 2007) and Safe Dates Psychological and Physical Scales (Foshee et al., 1998) were completed on a yes/no scale regarding each incident of IPA that was selected for further investigation, including a box to indicate any other behaviors that either partner may have done during the IPA incident. For incidentspecific agreement analyses at the item level, the yes/no responses were used with statistics. For agreement analyses at the subscale, all relevant behaviors were summed to create a single score that was then dichotomized (0 ϭ no behaviors indicated; 1 ϭ any behaviors indicated). Adequate validity has been established for the SES (Koss et al., 2007) ; for example, construct validity reflected significant correlations between victimization based on the SES and victimization based on interview responses months later (Koss & Gidycz, 1985) . Adequate validity has been established for the Safe Dates Psychological and Physical Scales (Foshee et al., 1998) ; for example, construct validity reflected a distinction between physical and psychological relationship aggression and general aggression (Goncy, Farrell, Sullivan, & Taylor, 2016) .
Perpetrator-endorsed attributions for IPA. The Motivations and Effects Questionnaire (MEQ; Follingstad et al., 1991) was used to assess IPA attributions. This scale includes 13 attriThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
butions for perpetration (e.g., to feel more powerful, to show anger) on 9-point scales (1 ϭ extremely disagree, 9 ϭ extremely agree). In addition to these attributions, 15 attributions based on the Reasons for Violence Scale (RVS; Stuart et al., 2006) were included to be more comprehensive of attributions cited in the literature. Attributions were all correlated with each other ranging from r ϭ Ϫ.014, p ϭ .78 to r ϭ .724, p Ͻ .001. Although psychometric studies have yet to be conducted on the validity of both of these scales, the RVS (Stuart et al., 2006) is considered one of the most comprehensive measures for IPA attributions (Elmquist et al., 2014) . Victim-endorsed attributions for IPA perpetration. A mirrored version of the Perpetrator-Endorsed Attributions for IPA measure was used to assess victims' attributions for their partners' perpetration.
Own emotional reaction to the IPA incident. A 12-item scale was created for this study to ascertain the emotional impact that the IPA incident had on them after it took place (i.e., unhappy, depressed, helpless, worthless, cheerful, confused, uncertain about things, tense, on edge, angry, aroused, afraid) using a 9-point scale (1 ϭ not at all; 9 ϭ extremely). The items were selected based on research regarding victims' most common self-reported emotional reactions to IPA (e.g., Follingstad et al., 1991) .
Perceptions of partner's emotional reaction to the IPA incident. A mirrored version of the Own Emotional Reaction to the IPA incident measure was used to assess perceptions of partner emotions.
Data Analysis
Because of the study's dyadic design regarding IPA incidents, each participant may provide data relevant to both of the roles of victim and perpetrator. Therefore, data from both members of each dyad were considered in the analyses for each role of victim and perpetrator. Because both partners are indicating times in which they perpetrated/were victimized, some participants did not have relevant data for every question. Thus, data from participants with some missing data were retained for analyses.
Reported analyses. For all dichotomous agreement analyses reported herein, a statistic was created comparing dichotomous variables, and an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was created comparing all continuous variables. and ICC statistics show, beyond chance, the agreement between partners on various items. Significant ICCs and statistics are both interpreted as follows: slight (0 -.20), fair (.21-.40), moderate (.41-.60), substantial (.61-.80), and almost perfect (.81-1.00), (e.g., Barrett, 2001; Cicchetti & Sparrow, 1981; Fleiss, 1981; Freeman, Schumacher, & Coffey, 2015; Landis & Koch, 1977) . In other words, a significant statistic in these ranges indicates that agreement between variables is significantly better than chance at the level specified by the strength of the statistic.
Results
General Description of Specific Incidents of IPA
Among the entire sample, a total of 1,354 incidents were produced. From the total of 1,354 incidents, couples agreed on 172 incidents (12.70%). In addition, the 398 participants (199 couples) on average came up with 3.40 incidents each, with men reporting an average of 3.26 incidents and women reporting an average of 3.55 incidents. There were several trends within the incidents described by the couples in which at least one partner indicated that IPA occurred. Of the 83 couples (or 166 individuals) in which someone indicated IPA, 28 of 166 individuals (16.9% of individuals) indicated that the IPA was mutual; however, agreement of mutual IPA was only present in 13 couples (15.7% of couples). Of the couples in which at least one partner indicated IPA (n ϭ 83 couples), most incidents involved IPA that was psychological in nature (113 of 166 participants reported; 68.1%), and physical and sexual IPA were reported at lower frequencies (21 participants [12.7%] indicated that some form of physical IPA occurred, and 15 [9.0%] participants indicated that sexual IPA occurred).
General Agreement of Incidents of IPA (Aim 1A)
Of the sample of couples in which both partners were discussing the same conflictual incident (n ϭ 114 couples), partners' agreement on the IPA during the incident was generally poor. Although partners only tended to slightly agree on the presence of any past-year IPA ( ϭ .20), agreement on aggression occurring during specific instances of conflict was higher, although also quite low. If one partner indicated there was some form of IPA, regardless of type, then their partner exhibited fair agreement with them ( ϭ .24). Agreement at the overall scale level was slight for psychological IPA ( ϭ .19). In addition, there was only fair agreement on physical IPA at the scale level ( ϭ .29), and sexual IPA yielded cell sizes that were too small for statistics. See Table  1 for a breakdown of the agreement between partners on eventspecific IPA in general. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Agreement on Specific Aggressive Behaviors Within an IPA Incident (Aim 1B)
Within couples in which both partners were discussing the same incident (N ϭ 114 couples), most couples disagreed on the presence or absence of specific behaviors of IPA because partners' agreement on the presence or absence of specific behaviors ranged from nonexistent to moderate, with agreement significant, yet slight, for the perpetrator doing something just to make them jealous ( ϭ .19) and fair for blaming their partner for the bad things they had done ( ϭ .25), slapping them ( ϭ .28), and telling them they could not talk to someone of the opposite sex ( ϭ .28). Agreement was moderate for scratching them ( ϭ .50). There was also marginally significant, yet slight, agreement for saying things to hurt their feelings on purpose (p ϭ .08; ϭ .12). There was no agreement between partners for other behaviors (e.g., insulting them in front of others, kicking).
Agreement on Attributions for the Aggression Within an IPA Incident (Aim 2)
To test agreement of attributions, both partners needed data indicating that IPA occurred. Thus, ICC analyses were conducted regarding the attributions made by these 52 couples. Most couples disagreed on the presence or absence of specific attributions for IPA because agreement between partners on the attributions for instances of IPA ranged from nonexistent to substantial. There was fair agreement on the IPA being due to believing the partner did not care about them (ICC ϭ .38, p Ͻ .01), to get control over their partner (ICC ϭ .32, p Ͻ .01), jealousy (ICC ϭ .30, p Ͻ .01), because they were cheated on (ICC ϭ .29, p Ͻ .01), they were afraid their partner was going to leave them (ICC ϭ .23, p Ͻ .05), and because their partner was going to walk away or leave a conflict before it was solved (ICC ϭ .21, p Ͻ .05). Thus, although there was agreement on these various attributions, one partner's attributions are only a poor indicator of the other's attributions. In addition, there was substantial agreement in the IPA being attributed to the perpetrator being under influence of drugs or alcohol (ICC ϭ .68, p Ͻ .001). In addition, see Table 2 for a general comparison of male and female reports of the aggression.
Agreement on Emotional Effects After an IPA Incident (Aim 3)
Most couples disagreed on the extent of different emotions felt by each following the incidents of IPA. Of the sample of couples in which both partners agreed that aggression happened during the incident (N ϭ 52 couples), partners' reports on general feelings of being upset (i.e., all negative affect emotions collapsed: unhappy, depressed, helpless, worthless, confused, uncertain about things, tense, on edge, afraid, and angry) were not correlated (p ϭ .33; e.g., if Partner A reported being upset, it was not related to partner B's reports on A being upset). In addition, when broken down into specific emotions (e.g., tense, helpless), partners significantly agreed, albeit poorly, on emotional effects of being unhappy (ICC ϭ .31, p Ͻ .01), depressed (ICC ϭ .31, p Ͻ .01), worthless (ICC ϭ .28, p Ͻ .01), afraid (ICC ϭ .27, p Ͻ .01), and confused (ICC ϭ .22, p Ͻ .01), and there was slight agreement for feeling helpless (ICC ϭ .19, p Ͻ .05). All other emotions (i.e., cheerful, aroused, angry, uncertain about things, tense, and on edge) did not reach conventional levels of significance (ps Ͼ .10). However, participants typically gave similar reports of being upset overall for themselves and their partners (ICC ϭ .63, p Ͻ .001; e.g., if Partner A reported being upset, Partner A also reported that Partner B was upset). This evidences that people may not recognize the extent to which their partners experience negative emotions as a result of IPA; rather, they tend to perceive their partners as emotionally reacting similar to how they personally reacted.
Discussion
The overall objective of the current study was to determine the extent to which members of a couple agree on the experience of IPA at the incident level as well as attributions and emotional effects of IPA incidents. Regarding the first aim of the study, romantic partners typically only agreed (albeit only slight to poor agreement) on the presence of IPA within the past year. When asked about whether any IPA occurred during the incident, partners generally had low levels of agreement. This is consistent with previous research suggesting that couples tend to disagree on the IPA that occurs in their relationship (Armstrong et al., 2002) , with their agreement on whether or not IPA even happens as low to moderate (Caetano, Schafer, Field, & Nelson, 2002; Cunradi, Bersamin, & Ames, 2009; Moffitt et al., 1997) . The present study extends this previous research by demonstrating that partners disagree on IPA happening within specific situations of a disagreement/fight. This agreement, or lack thereof, although seemingly lower than what may be expected, may be a result of participants being able to remember their relationship aggression more when it comes to IPA in general (i.e., IPA occurring over the duration of an entire year), whereas participants may not be able to formulate accurate recollections of specific incidents of aggression. In other words, it is possible that, when trying to remember if IPA has happened more in general, participants can remember times when aggression occurred; therefore, they are more inclined to indicate in the affirmative. Consistent with this, it is possible that many couples experienced high amounts of aggression within their relationship. In fact, as previously noted, in the current study, many Note. N ϭ 50 couples. Two nonheterosexual couples were removed from analyses to assess gender. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
(64.0 -83.7%) participants indicated some form of IPA within the past year, depending on which sample is considered (i.e., the total sample, the sample in which partners were reporting on the same incident, and the sample in which both partners indicated that IPA occurred during the incident being reported on). Previous research suggests that, if attempting to remember something that occurs frequently, as opposed to using more specific episodic memory skills, people tend to use more general memory skills (e.g., Burton & Blair, 1991) , which may lead to partners' in aggressive relationships creating different reports of aggression at the incident level.
In addition, regarding the disagreement in whether or not IPA actually occurred in the reported conflicts, research has speculated that there are various relational processes that help enhance one's feelings for one's partner. One of these biases is seeing one's partner through "rose-colored" glasses, or in a generally positive light (e.g., Fletcher, 2015; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996) . Perhaps a specific instance of one or both of the partners acting in ways that are not positive provided a relationship threat that was much too salient.
In the current study, although reports of sexual IPA were too low to conduct agreement analysis, previous research suggests that there is little to no agreement on sexual IPA, at least when asked about the past year (Freeman et al., 2015; Schafer et al., 1998) . In addition, the current study found that there was only slight agreement on psychological IPA and poor agreement on physical IPA. This is similar, but somewhat lower, than reported in previous research reporting poor to fair agreement in past-year physical IPA (Cunradi et al., 2009; Freeman et al., 2015; Moffitt et al., 1997) and psychological IPA (Freeman et al., 2015; Moffitt et al., 1997) . The lower reports found in the current study could be attributed to the inflated agreement statistics reported in the literature. The current study's agreement analyses depended on both partners initially indicating that some form of aggression occurred in the instances reported on, thus removing some of the potential for inflated agreement analyses due to high agreement on the lack of aggression (for discussion, see Armstrong et al., 2002) .
When investigating IPA incidents more specifically, partners generally agreed on behaviors such as saying things to hurt their partner's feelings on purpose, doing something just to make them jealous, blaming their partner for the bad things they had done, slapping them, telling them they could not talk to someone of the opposite sex, and scratching them. Perhaps because scratching and slapping are explicitly visible behaviors, they are readily agreed upon when they do happen. In addition, several of the behaviors at least somewhat agreed upon were forms of psychological IPA. It is possible that these are simply commonly endorsed behaviors occurring in their relationships, so both partners were more likely to indicate that they happened. However, it is possible that the low agreement in the current study could be explained by research finding that partners' mutual liking is associated with greater accuracy in judging how their partners view them (e.g., Ohtsubo, Takezawa, & Fukuno, 2009 ); thus, they would exhibit less accuracy when their relationship is more negative (e.g., when there is a lot of aggression). It is also possible that conflicts were so common in the relationships that attempting to recall a frequently occurring behavior may lead to error when reporting on a specific instance of the behavior (e.g., Burton & Blair, 1991) .
Several of these IPA behaviors are also related to relationship maintenance and jealousy (e.g., Buss & Shackelford, 1997) ; thus, because they are related to the condition of the relationship, they may be very salient factors in relationships for both partners to remember occurring. For instance, a partner doing something to make another jealous or not letting one's partner talk to the opposite sex are related to relationship threat. Research has speculated that some cognitive processes (e.g., memory) tend to be adaptively attuned to stimuli that meet certain goals (e.g., Maner, Gailliot, Rouby, & Miller, 2007; McArthur & Baron, 1983) , such as the successful continuation of the relationship (see Maner et al., 2007) . In being more attuned to relationship-relevant behaviors, couples may form perceptions of the events that are more in agreement of each other.
Regarding the second aim of the study, partners generally did not agree on why IPA occurred during the specific instances of aggression. An exception to this was substantial agreement on attributing the aggression to drugs or alcohol. Thus, although previous research using a single partner finds countless attributions for aggression (e.g., desire to punish partner, losing control, retaliation; e.g., Follingstad et al., 1991; Foshee et al., 2007) , with both partners considered, there is generally low agreement on attributions for the IPA. With regard to the substantial agreement on substance use attributions, previous research (see Zubretsky & Digirolamo, 1996) suggests that, because of the disinhibiting effect of alcohol/drugs, if one is intoxicated or using drugs when engaging in aggressive behavior, it is often used to excuse the aggression by both the perpetrator and victim. In addition, not only is alcohol and substance use very common (e.g., White & Hingson, 2013) and a risk factor for IPA perpetration (e.g., Stuart et al., 2013 ), but it is also an activity in and of itself and leads to impaired thinking. Furthermore, substance use is often paired with specific locations and situations (e.g., bars, parties) that may easily be recalled. In addition, substance use is more external and observable, whereas other attributions are more internal and likely more difficult to really identify. Furthermore, the current study utilized a college sample, and given the high rates of alcohol use in college populations (ϳ65% of students in a given month; e.g., White & Hingson, 2013) , as well as alcohol use being related to IPA (e.g., Shorey, Stuart, Moore, & McNulty, 2014) , if substance use was involved, then the high agreement on aggressive behaviors being the result of alcohol or drug use should be expected.
In general, alcohol was the primary attribution that was agreed upon by partners. However, there were also attributions in which there was statistical, yet only "fair" agreement between partners, as indicated by Landis and Koch (1977) . These attributions consisted of jealousy, being afraid their partner was going to leave them, wanting to their partner was going to walk away or leave a conflict before it was solved, to get control over their partner, not believing their partner cared, and because they were cheated on. Thus, the attributions found in this study to have significant (yet fair) intrarelationship agreement, aside from substance use, may be very salient factors in relationships for both partners. Many of these attributions (e.g., jealousy, the perpetrator being afraid their partner was going to leave them, not believing their partner cared, and because they were cheated on) could signify a significant relationship threat and potentially relationship dissolution. As stated above, research has speculated that some cognitive processes (e.g., attention) tend to be adaptively attuned to stimuli that meet certain This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
goals (e.g., Maner et al., 2007; McArthur & Baron, 1983) . Although agreement in general was rather low, one such goal is attaining and keeping a mate (see Maner et al., 2007) , and the significant fair agreement on attributions related to keeping one's partner would support this. In other words, being specifically attuned to aggression stemming from relationship-relevant reasons may provide partners who wish to remain in the relationship, and especially those actively working to keep their partner (e.g., Gagné & Lydon, 2001) , with the tools needed to be aware of relationship issues.
Regarding the third aim of the study, there was significant agreement on feeling helpless, worthless, confused, afraid, depressed, and unhappy; however, these at best had poor agreement. Perhaps the general disagreement on emotional effects is a result of the target (i.e., victim) of the aggression engaging in upregulation or responding to negativity in one's relationship with positivity to escape or avoid conflict (for discussion, see Ha & Kim, 2016) . Alternatively, this disagreement may be due to perspective biases, or the actor-observer effect (see Jones & Nisbett, 1972) . This effect states that people often have different perspectives of a given situation (e.g., emotions) because their attention is focused on different things. Thus, people may simply perceive differing emotional effects due to their different roles within the incidents of IPA. In other words, the present study indicates that people typically do not understand the specific emotions felt by their partners as a result of incidences of IPA. Furthermore, previous research suggests that, because people have different perspectives going into each interaction, these perspectives or views of the world filter become filters for subsequent interactions. Thus, these differing filters may create divergent realities (Welsh, Galliher, Kawaguchi, & Rostosky, 1999) to where partners have different perspectives of interactions with one another, including those that contain conflict (e.g., perceptions of behaviors, attributions for those behaviors, and perceived emotional effects of those behaviors).
Limitations
Although research on the various factors involved in couples' IPA in the more general sense is informative, investigating specific instances of aggression could further help understand exactly why people perpetrate and what is taking place within a given instance of aggression as well as how specific forms of perpetration impact both parties involved. In addition, the current study utilized a small homogeneous sample size using a cross-sectional design. Future research should utilize larger, more diverse samples to develop a broader understanding of the agreement between partners as well as to determine if these findings are supported in diverse populations.
In addition, the way in which IPA behaviors, attributions, and emotional effects were measured in the current study did not allow for partners to have fluid or inconsistent perceptions of the incidents. Furthermore, although participants were asked how they/ their partner felt after the incident, the emotional responses reported may have been reasons why the incident occurred. Although this is the first study to examine perceptions of IPA (in addition, specific IPA incidents) regarding before, during, and after an IPA incident, future research should use longitudinal designs to determine how agreement may change over time as well as to determine temporal sequence. For instance, the attributions reported may have been motives for engaging in aggression, but they also may very well have been participants' post hoc rationales for the aggression and not reflect why the incident occurred. Furthermore, selection bias may have impacted the current study (i.e., very violent couples may not sign up for our study), and we did not measure how different the conflict interactions were from the couples' usual interactions. Future research could benefit from recruiting participants with histories of severe violence (e.g., shelters, courts) to see if these results are supported in very violent couples.
Furthermore, because of the exploratory nature of the present study, we did not adjust our ␣. In addition, agreement was indicated by significance in the statistical tests whereas disagreement was indicated by the lack of significance. Although the current study utilized empirically sound measures, failure to find significance could be due to issues aside from disagreement (e.g., measurement issues). Furthermore, it is important to conduct studies assessing validity of attributions because, although both scales are widely used in the IPA literature, the RVS (Stuart et al., 2006) and MEQ (Follingstad et al., 1991) attribution measures have not been empirically validated.
Research Implications
It is clear from the current study that partners typically give differing perspectives of the conflicts that occur within their relationships. It is critically important that future research attempt to better understand reasons for couple disagreement on IPA given that IPA research is central to IPA practice and policy. The extremely low rates of agreement documented in the present study are very concerning and essentially call into question the validity of findings of the vast majority of IPA research utilizing only one member of a dyad.
Although it is possible that a partner may deliberately misrepresent their perpetration (i.e., actions and reasons for perpetrating), considering most research on IPA behaviors, attributions, and emotional effects consist of nondyad methodologies, or asking one partner to report on the IPA (e.g., Caldwell, Swan, Allen, Sullivan, & Snow, 2009; Cascardi & Vivian, 1995; Follingstad et al., 1991) , the current research has methodological implications to consider. The current study shows that both partners' perspectives are vital to our understanding of IPA. Because of this, the validity of IPA literature comes into question. Most research on IPA investigates victimization and perpetration using one member of the romantic couple (for review, see . However, as previous research finds, if we use one partner's reports, rather than requiring partners to agree that IPA has occurred, the frequency of reports doubles Margolin (1987) . In other words, regardless of which partner has been included, their agreement with what their partner would report would likely be low. Because one partner does not necessarily give an accurate portrayal of the aggression in the relationship, researchers should critically examine the findings reported thus far in the IPA literature because if only one partner's reports are used, depending on which partner's report it is, the rates could greatly differ. Furthermore, as previously stated, researchers should use more prospective methodologies, perhaps utilizing daily reporting to attempt to understand exactly where the disconnect exists between partners. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
In addition, the effectiveness of programs and policies are largely based on self-reported IPA. The results of the current study have implications suggesting that even the validity of these reports of effectiveness comes into question. Thus, reports should integrate both partners' perspectives of IPA. From there, when it comes to conflicting data between partners, it may be best to take a conservative approach and count any IPA reported by either partner as indication of IPA within the relationship, regardless of whether it is a report by a victim or perpetrator, because it is likely more typical for someone to not admit aggression has occurred than to misreport something as happening that never took place. At the very least, research should focus on behaviors that partners tend to have higher agreement on (i.e., saying things to hurt their partner's feelings on purpose, doing something just to make them jealous, blaming their partner for the bad things they had done, slapping them, telling them they could not talk to someone of the opposite sex, and scratching them) because these behaviors are salient for both partners involved. Taken altogether, in light of the findings reported herein, findings using one partner's reports of frequencies, attributions, and emotional effects of IPA should be considered with caution.
In addition, future research should investigate correlates to agreement and disagreement to understand the factors that discriminate couples who agree and those who do not agree on what and why aggression occurs, as well as the outcomes of the IPA, because successful treatment may be different for these couples. In addition, future research should further investigate the discrepancies between partners' accounts of IPA experiences. Although such a study would have ethical issues to consider, future research could reveal these discrepancies to couples and ask them to walk through and explain the events with the researchers. Perhaps allowing couples to discuss the IPA events together may aid research in understanding these large disconnects. In addition, this may help participants learn how their partners are experiencing the events, perhaps fostering a better understanding of their partners and relationships in general.
Clinical and Policy Implications
The tendency of partners to report divergent perceptions of IPA events has clinical and research implications. For instance, how/ why can one partner say a behavior (e.g., pushing, blaming) occurred and the other deny that it happened? Moving forward, researchers and theorists should seriously consider this variation in partners' reports. The current study's findings imply that research involving one partner's perceptions of IPA may not give an accurate portrayal of the relationship aggression that they experience.
Understanding the extent to which romantic partners form similar attributions for, as well as perceptions of, various instances of aggression is vital for the success of IPA intervention and prevention programs. The current study found that couples typically agree (albeit sometimes only slightly) on attributions of the perpetrator wanting to punish their partner, not believing their partner cared, jealousy, being afraid their partner was going to leave them, and the aggression being attributed to drugs or alcohol. Thus, prevention programs could be enhanced if they helped individuals develop an understanding that partners oftentimes disagree on what goes on in their relationship (Jacobson & Moore, 1981) and focused on educating young partners on the dangers of jealousy and promote relationship wellbeing. In addition, because of such a high amount of the instances if IPA involving alcohol, educating people of the risks of alcohol use and its link to aggression is imperative. Furthermore, with specific respect to intervention programming, it is believed that couple's therapy is counterproductive if the perpetration is fueled by control, dominance, or coercion (Jacobson & Gottman, 1998) . Thus, if either partner indicates any of those attributions, then couple's therapy should be avoided. Unfortunately, the current study found that those are not the attributions that are typically agreed upon by partners. Thus, it would seem that both partners' perspectives of the aggression within the relationship should be utilized when screening couples for therapy.
Considering that partners seem to have differing perspectives of the specific aggression that occurs in their relationship, clinicians and intervention programmers could consider the utility of teaching partners to incorporate behaviors they believe to be peripheral to IPA into their perceptions of the aggression that takes place in their relationships, such as behaviors that may have occurred right before they believe the aggression took place. Partners may have an accurate memory of the aggression; however, they may simply not connect all behaviors as being tied to the aggression. Consistent with this, previous research suggests that recollections of emotional events are oftentimes highly accurate, but they are inclined to be incomplete (Smeets, Candel, & Merckelbach, 2004) . Applying this to instances of IPA, perhaps both partners' accounts of the incidents are actually accurate and instead are just incomplete. By considering behaviors beyond what they think took place during instances of aggression (i.e., what they believed occurred right before the incident), people may be able to better understand their partners' perspectives of the events and thus develop a greater understanding of their partners.
In addition to behaviors and attributions, the current study's findings on emotional effects are important for treatment and prevention efforts. To reduce and eradicate IPA from a relationship, fostering an understanding of how each partner's aggression impacts the other may be imperative. If perpetrators do not know the extent to which their actions are detrimental to their partners, then they may not fully understand the consequences of their behaviors. In light of these findings, intervention and prevention efforts should focus efforts on perspective taking. Previous research suggests that learning to take one's partner's perspective during conflict interactions leads to enacting less destructive behaviors (e.g., Arriaga & Rusbult, 1998) . Thus, using the findings of the current study to show people that there are different perspectives to be taken in any situation, and teaching them to be able to take that perspective, could ultimately lead to less relationship aggression. At the very least, the idea that people see conflictual incidents differently and may not agree on what or why it happened or the effects of the conflicts can act as a starting point in conversations on IPA prevention.
Conclusion
It is well documented that IPA is a considerable problem in our society (e.g., Coker et al., 2002; Edwards et al., 2009) . Thus, understanding the various facets of IPA is imperative to expanding our knowledge of IPA as a whole, which can lead to more successful prevention and intervention programs. It is clear that This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
both couples are typically needed to make sense of instances of IPA because each partner has a different interpretation of the events. Future research should further investigate the different perspectives that partners form for instances of IPA and explore methods of bridging the gap on partners' interpretations. The current study shows evidence that partners do not typically have consistent accounts of their relationship conflicts. Thus, IPA may be more nuanced and complex than simple indicators of who is a perpetrator and who is a victim. Because of this, researching just one partner may not be enough to understand the aggression that occurs within relationships. Furthermore, it is essential for clinicians, intervention programmers, and members of the justice system to recognize that one partner's perspective of a prior IPA event does not necessary equate to the full story. Thus, it is important to educate couples that there are two sides to every conflict that they experience, and the partners involved may have very different perspectives of the incidents.
